If exhaustivity of some focus type is due to implicature, then in case processing cost is high, the likelihood that subjects do not generate the implicature is expected to increase, as compared to the 'long' condition.
Results: In the 'long' condition both types of focus were interpreted exhaustively with no significant difference, at high rates (PVF: 75%, SUF: 73% of the responses). In the 'short' condition the number of exhaustive interpretations significantly decreased in both focus types (PVF: χ 2 (1)= 6.783, p=0.009, SUF: χ 2 (1)=10.995, p=0.01). Further, within the 'short' condition, the rates of 'incorrect' exhaustive interpretations of the two focus types did not significantly differ. These results suggest that exhaustivity of both PVF and SUF is due to pragmatic implicature, and is not Strawson-entailment in either case.
Experiment 2
In the second experiment we used sentence-picture matching involving a multiple choice task that allowed for multiple responses. Embedded in the same crime story frame, subjects were presented with one-sentence descriptions of a person. Each test sentence contained one of four types of focus: PVF, broad focus (BF), clefted focus, and focus with only. Simultaneously, they were presented with a picture containing four simplified human figures, namely the suspects: Suspect1 corresponding to the exhaustive interpretation of focus, Suspect2 corresponding to an unambiguously non-exhaustive interpretation of focus, and two comparable distractor images. The subjects' task was to choose which suspect or suspects may possibly be the offender of the crime. We measured the rate of exhaustive responses (= just Suspect1) and non-exhaustive responses (= both Suspect1 and Suspect2). Importantly, this experimental task is implicit in that it does not involve a more or less direct meta-judgment whether a sentence is 'true'/'false'. Also, the discourse context itself does not contain a question of the kind that was purposely used to pragmatically elicit a exhaustive answer (Schulz and van Rooij 2006) in Experiment 1.
Results: Focus type yielded a significant main effect (Friedman ANOVA: χ 2 (3)=110.139, p<0.001). In pairwise comparisons of focus types, post-hoc analysis with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests revealed very highly significant (p<0.001) differences between any two of the four focus types (the rate of exhaustive responses in each focus type: BF: 7%, PVF: 35%, cleft-focus: 54%, only-focus: 98%).
These results suggest, once again, that exhaustivity in PVF is not a Strawson-entailment, but an implicature. First, only 35% of the responses to PVF stimuli revealed exhaustive interpretations. Second, this rate is less than half of the corresponding rate in the 'long' condition of Exp. 1 above, which is arguably due to the crucial difference that there the target sentence is immediately preceded by a (congruent) wh-question. This is unexpected if exhaustivity is taken to be entailed, but is predicted if it is an implicature. The Q-implicature, then, is predictably stronger in the presence of a congruent whquestion (Exp. 1) than in its absence (Exp. 2). Third, the exhaustivity rate of clefts is significantly higher than that of PVF. Assuming the exhaustivity of clefts (as well as pseudoclefts) to be due to a presupposition, namely a maximality presupposition associated with definiteness (Percus 1997; Partee 1986 , Sharvit 2003 or a conditional exhaustivity presupposition (Büring & Kriz 2012), we can explain two things: (i) the significantly lower exhaustivity of PVF is predicted if, in difference, it is due a Q-implicature, and (ii) we can interpret the 54% exhaustivity rate for clefts as being due to the failure of the relevant presupposition in the case of the crucial non-exhaustive picture stimuli.
Since in only-focus sentences exhaustivity is asserted / at issue (Horn 2002 etc), the high rate of exhaustive interpretations is anticipated. BF is interpreted with low levels of exhaustiveness, as expected. 4. Conclusions This paper shed new light on the differing status of exhaustivity across focus types (including SUF, PVF, clefts, only-focus) . It provides evidence that exhaustivity in PVF is not (Strawson-)entailed owing to presupposed maximality, unlike exhaustivity in clefts, with which it has been treated on a par in the literature, but it is due rather to implicature. From a broader perspective, the comparison of the exhaustivity levels of PVF 
